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Our Docket: P-SK 4376 
IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 

In re Application of 

Kauffman and Rebek 

Serial No: 08/882,950 

Filed: June 26, 1997 

For: RANDOM CHEMISTRY FOR THE 
GENERATION OF NEW 
COMPOUNDS 

Mail Stop Petition 
Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

PETITION UNDER 37 C.F.R. S 1>181 (a) REQUESTING 
WITHDRAWAL OF HOLDING OF ABANDONMENT 

Applicants petition under 37 C.F.R. § 1.181(a) that the 
holding of abandonment in the above- identified application be 
withdrawn. This petition is timely filed in accordance with 
37 C.F.R. § 1.181 (f ) . 

The Notice of Abandonment for the above -identified 
application was inappropriately abandoned as of June 9, 2003, for 
failure to respond to the Final Office Action August 14, 2003. 
However, the application should not be processed as an abandoned 
application because Applicants responded to the Final Office 
Action on February 14, 2003. A copy of the Response and Notice 
of Appeal as filed on February 14, 2003, for the above-identified 
application is attached herewith as Exhibit A. In support of 
non- abandonment , Applicants also submit herewith a copy of the 
postcard stamped by the United States Patent and Trademark Office 
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on February 21, 2003, showing that theses items were received is 
attached herewith as Exhibit B. 

Because the Response to the Final Office Action and 
Notice of Appeal were timely filed, as evidenced by Exhibit A, it 
is respectfully submitted that the holding of abandonment is in 
error, and it is respectfully requested that this holding be 
withdrawn . 

NO fee is deemed necessary in connection with the 
filing of this petition. However, if any fee is required, 
authorization is hereby given to charge the amount of any such 
fee to Deposit Account No. 030370. 

Respectfully submitted. 
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In re Application of 
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Box AF 

Commissioner for Patents 
Washington, D.C. 2 0231 

RESPONSE TO FINAL OFFICE ACTION 

Responsive to the Final Office Action mailed 
August 14, 2002, consideration of the following Remarks is 
respectfully requested. 

REMARKS 



Claims 1 to 50 are presently pending and under 
examination. 
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Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

Reaardincr Civelli et al . in view of Wetters et al . 

Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection of 
claims 1-22 and 25-28 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over' Civelli et 
al . , U.S. Patent 5,441, 883, in view . of . -Wetters et al . , EMBO J. 
11 :551-557 (1992) . 

The Office Action asserts that Civelli et al . describes 
a method for the production of an organic molecule having a 
desired property which involves inherently providing a reaction 
mixture with at least 10-100 different organic molecules in 
solution in the same reaction container and causing at least one 
chemical reaction to take place with at least some of the 
different organic molecules in the reaction mixture to create a 
reaction mixture having one or more organic molecules different 
from the organic molecules in the starting mixture, followed by 
repetition of -the react ion ■ step to produce a final -reaction 
mixture, which is then screened for the presence of the organic 
molecule having the desired property. 

The Office Action concedes that Civelli et al . does not 
teach or suggest a method involving a random chemical reaction. 
However, the Office Action asserts that Wetters et al . describes 
a method employing a random chemical reaction, and alleges that 
it would have been obvious to combine the processes of the two 
references, substituting the random chemical reaction of Wetters 
et al . in the method of Civelli et al . because Wetters et al . 
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allegedly reports that random mutagenesis should distribute 
silent mutations equally within a target cassette. 

To establish a prima facie case, the Office must 
satisfy three requirements. First, the prior art relied upon, 
coupled with the knowledge generally available in the art at the 
time of the invention, must contain some suggestion or. incentive 
that would have motivated the skilled artisan to modify a 
reference or to combine references. See Karsten Mfg. Corp. v. 
Cleveland Gulf Co., 242 F.3d 1376, 1385, 58 U.S.P.Q.2d 1286, 1293 
(Fed. Cir. 2001); C.R. Bard, Inc. v. M3 Sys , , Inc., 157 F.3d 
1340, 1352-, 48 U.S.P.Q.2d 1225, 1232 (Fed. Cir. 1998); Northern ' 
Telecom V. Datapoint Corp. . 908 F.2d 931, 934, 15 U.S.P.Q.2d 
1321, 1323 (Fed- Cir. 1990) . Second, the proposed modification 
of the prior art must have had a reasonable expectation of 
success, determined from the vantage point of the skilled artisan 
at the time the invention was made. In other words, a hindsight 
analysis is not allowed. See Amgen, Inc. v. Chugai Pharm. Co., 
92 7 F. 2d- 12 00, 12 09/ 18 ■U.S.P.Q.2d 1016, ■ 10 2 3 -.(Fed. Cir. 1991) ; 
In re Erlich, 3 U.S.P,Q.2d 1011, 1016 (Bd. Pat. App . & Int. 
1986) . Lastly, the prior art reference or combination of 
references must teach or suggest all the limitations of the 
claims. See In re Wilson, 424 F.2d 1382, 1385, 165 U.S.P.Q. 4^94, 
496 (C.C.P.A. 1970) . ^ 

Applicants respectfully submit that the Office has not 
met the burden the law allocates to it with regard to 
establishing a prima facie case of obviousness. In particular, 
the prior art references relied upon in making the present 
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rejection do not provide the skilled artisan with the requisite 
motivation to combine their content in order to achieve the 
claimed invention. 

If a proposal for modifying the prior, art in an effort 
to attain the claimed invention causes the art to become- 
inoperable or destroys its intended function^ then the requisite 
motivation to make the modification would not have existed. See 
In re Fritch, 972 F.2d at 1265 n.l2; 23 U.S.P.Q.2d at 1783 
n. 12972 F.2d 1260, 23 U.S.P.Q. 2d 1780 (Fed. Cir. 1992) ("A 
proposed modification [is] inappropriate for an obviousness 
inquiry when the modification render [s] the prior art reference 
inoperable for its intended purpose."); In re Ratti, 270 F.2d 
810, 123 U.S.P.Q. 349 (C.C.P.A. 1959) (holding the suggested 
combination of references improper under ' 103 because it "would 
require a substantial reconstruction and redesign of the elements 
shown in [a prior art reference] as well as a change in the basic 
principles under which, [that reference's] construction was 
designed to operate") . 

Here, the passage cited from the primary reference, by 
Civelli et al . is directed to the characterization and study of 
rat A3 adenosine receptor and, in particular, to amplification of 
t'^o specific primers in-^ order to determine the distribution of 
the A3 adenosine receptor in rat tissues. In contrast, Wetters 
et al . is directed to a method of random mutagenesis of CSF-1 
receptor to determine which sites are critical for the induction 
of cell transformation. Adding random mutagenesis to the PGR 
amplification of two specific primers, where the amplification is 
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done for the specific purpose of determining which rat tissues 
express the particular nucleic acid sequence amplified by the two 
selected primers and, therefore, is dependent on the integrity of 
the primer sequences would defeat the very purpose of the primary 
reference. Thus, the proposed modification of the secondary 
reference, random mutagenesis, is inappropriate for an 
obviousness inquiry as it renders the primary reference 
inoperable for its- intended purpose, namely determining tissue 
distribution of specific sequences. 

As set forth above, far from providing a motivation to 
combine, modifying the prior art ^in an effort to attain the 
claimed invention causes the art itself to become inoperable and 
destroys its intended function. In view of the lack of a prima 
facie showing of obviousness, Applicants submit that the Office 
has not met its burden and respectfully request withdrawal of the 
rejection of claims 1-22 and 25-28 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 over 
Civelli et al . in view of Wetters et al . 

ReaardinQ lacohucci et al . in view of Nova at al . 

Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection of 

claims 36-50 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over lacobucci 

et al . , U.S. Patent 5/3^5 0,681, in view of Nova et al . , U.S. 
Patent 6 , 025, 129 . 

The Office Action asserts that lacobucci et al . 
describes a method in which a group of different substrates, 
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which all share a common core structure, is reacted with a group . 
of different enzymes. 

The Office Action concedes that lacobucci et al . does 
not teach or suggest a method wherein the group of different 
substrates contain an unlimited number of different organic 
molecules. However,, the Office Action asserts that Nova et al . 
describes a method of multiplexing wherein the group of different 
substrates contains an unlimited number of different organic 
molecules and asserts that it would have been obvious to combine 
these two references and substitute the multiplexing method of 
Nova et al . in the method of lacobucci et al . The Office Action 
alleges that one would have been motivated to combine the 
references because Nova et al . allegedly reports that it is 
advantageous to- use a matrix with memory in multiplexing 
protocols, such as those in which a molecule is synthesized. 

Again, Applicants respectfully submit that the Office 
has not met the burden the law allocates to it with regard to 
establishing a prima facie case of obviousness. In particular, 
the prior art references relied upon in making the present 
rejection do not teach or suggest all the limitations of the 
claims as is required f or ■ the establishment of a prima facie case 
of obviousness. See In^re Wilson, 424 F.2d 1382, 1385, 165 
U.S.P.Q. 494, 496 (C,. C . P . A . 1970 ) . 

Specifically, lacobucci et al . is directed to a method 
for the -synthesis of a peptide in which the reaction is carried 
out in solution. In particular, the reaction takes place in a 
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reaction vessel containing three liquid phases: an aqueous 
reactant phase, an aqueous product phase, and a water- immiscible 
hydrophobic phase that separates the two aqueous phases. In the 
aqueous reaction phase, two protected peptides are reacted in the 
presence of a condensation enzyme, which acts as a catalyst, to 
form a protected, uncharged conjugate of the two reactant 
peptides. The product is then transported across the water- 
immiscible hydrophobic phase into an aqueous .product phase, where 
it is unprotected to form a charged species that cannot diffuse 
across the hydrophobic phase into the reaction mixture. 

Nowhere in the cited primary reference is a teaching or 
suggestion of a reaction mixture being created that contains a 
group. of different enzymes representing a diversity of catalytic 
activities under suitable conditions with a group of different 
substrates to create a reaction mixture. Rather, lacobucci et 
al . describes a method for the enzymatic synthesis of a single 
compound, a peptide, from two single reactants. One of the 
reactants is a single protected peptide having a C-terminal 
carboxylate group or a single protected N-acyl amino acid having 
an alpha carboxylate group. The other reactant is a single 
protected peptide having an N-terminal amino group or a protected 
amino acid having an alpha ammonium group. These two single 
compounds are reacted in the presence of a condensation enzymve, 
allowing condensation -of the carboxy group of one peptide with 
the amino group of the other peptide to form a protected 
condensation product.- Nowhere, does lacobucci et al . describe 
the reaction of two separate aroups of compounds as alleged in 
the Office Action. 
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The deficiency in lacobucci et al . is not cured by the 
combination of lacobucci et al . and Nova et al . because Nova et 
al . also does not describe the reaction of a group of substrates 
with a group of enzymes . Rather Nova et al . describes a series 
of reactions in which a single molecule or a group of molecules 
is reacted with a single compound . For example, Figure 1 of the 
Nova et al . patent illustrates the process described therein. A 
solid support is reacted with a compound. For example, in Figure 
1, the support is individually reacted with a. compound A and a 
compound B. It is clear from the description in the patent that 
these compounds are reacted individually, not in a mixture. The 
products S-A and S-B (where S indicates the support) are combined 
and then separated to provide two mixtures, each containing both 
S-A and S-B. Each of these m.ixtures is then reacted with a 
single compound. In one instance the mixture is reacted with 
compound C. In another instance, the mixture is reacted with 
compound D. The resulting individual products S-A-C, S-B-C, S-A- 
D, and S-B-D are combined and. then separated to provide .two 
mixtures of these four compounds.- Each of the two resulting 
mixtures is then individually reacted with a single compound. 
The mixture is either reacted with compound E or with compound F 
to provide eight products that are again combined and separated. 
The process continues in a like manner to achieve the desired 
mixture of products. Thus, at each step of Nova et al . , a single 
compound or mixture of compounds is reacted with only a single 
compound, not a mixture of compounds. 

In sum, neither of the cited references, alone or 
viewed in combination, teaches or suggests a method of reacting a 
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group of different ensymes representing a diversity of catalytic 
activities under suitable conditions with a group of different 
substrates to create a reaction mixture, thereby producing one or 
more organic molecules different from the enzymes and substrates 
in the reaction mixture as recited in the claims. Therefore, the 
Office has not met the burden the law .-allocates to it with regard 
to establishing a prima facie case of obviousness, which requires 
showing that the prior art references relied upon teach or 
suggest all the elemexnts of the claims. 

In view of the above remarks, Applicants respectfully 
request reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of claims 
36-50 under 35 U.S. C. § 103 over lacobucci et al . in view of Nova 
et al. 

Recrardincr Civelli et al , in view of Wetters et al . and further in 
view of Furka et al . 

Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection of 
claims 23 and 24 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over Civelli et al , , 
supra, in view of Wetters et al . , supra, and further in view of 
Furka et al . (International Journal of Peptide and Protein 
Research, (1991), Vol. '31, page 487-493). 

The mieri't of this obviousness rejection relies upon the 
combination of Civelli et al . and Wetters et al . with regard to 
teaching or suggesting the invention of claims 1-22 and 25-28. 
In particular, the Office Action asserts that Civelli et al . in 
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view of Wetters et al . renders obvious the method of claims 1-22 
and 25-28, but concedes that these references do not describe the 
step of dividing the first reaction mixture into at least two 
subgroups, each containing less than all of the different organic 
molecules in the starting group. As set forth above, far from 
providing a motivation to combine, modifying the the -cited 
primary reference by Civelli et al . with Wetters et al . in an 
effort to attain the claimed invention of claims 1-22 and 25-28 
causes the art itself to become inoperable and destroys its 
intended function . 

Furka et al . is directed to solid phase chemical 
reactions, whereas- the other two cited references are directed to 
solution based reactions. In particular, Furka et al . _ is 
directed to solid phase synthesis' of peptides having 
predetermined sequences. The basic process described by Furka et 
al. is similar to that discussed above with regard to Nova et 
al . , in which a mixture of peptides attached to -solid supports, 
are reacted individually with one of two peptides, followed by 
mixing of the resulting products and separation into a number of 
groups equal to the number of different amino acids desired at a 
given position.' Each group is then reacted with an amino acid 
and the process repeated. ■ 

Viewing Civelli et al . and Wetters et al . in further 
combination with Furka et al . does not cure the lack of a prima 
fa.cie showing of obviousness with regard to claims 1-22 and 25- 
28. Consequently, Applicants submit that the Office has not met 
-its burden and respectfully request withdrawal of the rejection 
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of claims 23 and 24 under 35 U.S. C. § 103 over Civelli et al . in 
view of Wetters et al . and further in view of Furka et al . 

ReQardincf Shan et al . in v^iew of Fodor et al , and further in view 
of Nova et al . 

Claims 29735 stand rejected, under 35 U.S.C, .§ 103(a) 
over Shen et al . , U.S. Patent 3,932,498, in view of Fodor et al . , 
Science, 251: 767-73 (1991) and further in view of Nova et al . , 
U.S. Patent No. 6,025,129. 

The Office Action asserts that Shen et al . describes a 
method for the production and characterization of an organic 
molecule having a desired property which involves reacting a 
group of different acid substrates with a dehydrating agent under 
suitable conditions to yield a first reaction mixture followed by 
reaction of the first reaction mixture with a reducing agent to 
yield a second reaction mixture, which is then reacted with an 
oxidizing agent to provide a ' third.- reaction mixture that ■ is 
condensed to provide a fourth reaction mixture. 

The Action concedes that Shen et al . does not describe 
a method of exposing an organic reaction mixture to light having 
a wavelength of about ^250 nm to 600 nm to produce one or more 
molecules different from the substrates and agents, but alleges 
that Fodor et al . -describes such a method. The Action further 
concedes that Shen et al . does not teach a method of screening 
the exposed reaction mixture for the presence of the organic 
molecule and isolating the molecule having the desired property 
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from the reaction mixture, but similarly alleges that Fodor et 
al . describes a method of screening the reaction mixture for the 
presence of the organic molecule and isolating a molecule having 
the desired property from the reaction mixture. 

The Office Action asserts that it would have been prima 
facie obvious to combine and substitute the steps of exposing an 
organic reaction mixture to light with a wavelength' of about 22 
nm to 600 nm to produce one or more organic molecules different 
from the substrates and agents of Fodor et al . in the method for 
production of an organic molecule having a desired property of 
Shen et al . because Fodor et al . allegedly reports that high- 
density arrays formed by light-directed synthesis are potentially 
rich sources of chemical diversity for discovering new ligands 
that bind to biological receptors and for elucidating principles 
governing molecular interactions. 

The Office Action concedes, however, that the 
■combination of Shen et al . in view of Fodor et al . does not teach 
or suggest the reaction of a group of different substrates, but 
alleges that Nova et al . describes a method of multiplexing 
wherein the group of different substrates contain an unlimited 
number of different organic molecules. The Office Action alleges 
that it would have been-.. obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to combine and 
substitute a-> method of multiplexing wherein the group of 
different substrates contain an unlimited -number of different 
organic molecules of Nova et al'. in the method for the production 
and characterization of an organic molecule having a desired 
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property of Shen et al . in view of Fodor et al . because Nova et ' 
al . reports that the combination of matrix with memory is also 
advantageously used in the multiplex protocols, such as those in 
which a molecule is synthesized. 

Applicants submit that the Office has not met the 
burden the _law allocates to it with regard to establishing a 
prima facie case of obviousness, which requires showing that the 
prior art references relied upon teach or suggest all the 
elements of the claims. In particular-, the combination of cited 
references does not teach or suggest a process for the production 
of an organic molecule having a desired property which includes 
reacting a group of different substrates, containing acids, 
amines, alcohols, and unsaturated compounds , with a dehydrating 
agent, followed by a reducing agent, followed by an oxidizing 
agent, followed by performing a condensation reaction and then 
exposing the reaction mixture to light at a wavelength of about 
22 0 nm to 600 nm to produce one or more molecules different from 
the substrates and 'agents. 

Shen et al . does not describe a method in which a group 
of different substrates, selected from acids, amines, alcohols, 
and unsaturated compounds, are reacted to yield a first reaction 
mixture, followed by re^duction with a reducing agent, oxidation 
with an oxidizing agent, and condensation to produce a reaction 
mixture. Rather, -Shen et al . describes reaction of a single 
compound to produce a single compound . Thus, Shen et al . does 
not describe a method for the production of an organic molecule, 
having a desired property, through a series of specific reactions 
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on a group of different substrates. Further, as noted in the 
Office Action, Shen et al . does not describe or suggest a method 
of exposing an organic reaction mixture to light having a' 
wavelength of about 22 0 nm to 600 nm or a method of screening the 
exposed reaction mixture for the presence of the organic molecule 
having a desired property. and isolation of that molecule . from the 
reaction mixture. 

Fodor et al . does not cure the deficiencies of Shen et 
al . because Fodor et al . also does not describe the reaction of a 
group of different substrates. Fodor et al . describes solid 
phase chemical coupling reactions. In particular, Fodor et al . 
is directed to the preparation of peptides on a solid support. 
The surface of the solid support is exposed to light' using a mask 
or similar means to activate reactive groups on some portions, 
but not on other portions, of the surface of the support. A 
protected molecule, such as a nucleic acid or an amino acid, is 
coupled to the reactive groups on the surface of the support. 
This "first molecule" is then deprotected and/or the unreacted 
surface activated by exposing the support containing the first 
molecule to light using a mask to direct which molecules will be 
deprotected or activated. The support is then reacted with a 
single second protected molecule which is coupled only to those 
first ■ molecules which ajre deprotected or to the newly activated 
groups on the surface "of the support. Repetition of this process 
allows for directed synthesis of particular peptides on the 
surface of the support. The process is illustrated in Figure 1 
at page 768. From this illustration, it is apparent that only a 
single molecule is reacted with the substrate product at each 
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reaction step. Therefore, the combination of Shen et al . and 
Fodor et al . does not teach or suggest the claimed series of 
reactions with a group of different substrates as recited in the 
instant claims. 

The addition of Nova et al . to the combination of Shen 
"et al . and Fodor et al . does not render the claimed invention 
obvious for the reasons that follow. Nova et al . is directed to 
the use of specialized matrices as .solid supports for .chemical 
and biochemical syntheses, such as the production of nucl.eotide 
or peptide molecules. In particular, Nova et al . does not teach 
or suggest a process for the production of an organic molecule 
having a desired property which includes reacting a group of 
different substrates, containing acids, amines, alcohols, and 
unsaturated corn-pounds . Applicants respectfully submit- that the 
combination of specifically recited substrates is meaningful 
language in the context of the claimed invention and, to render 
obvious the invention, any combination of cited references must 
recite this particular combination of substrates rather than 
contain a general statement . In the absence of showing such a 
teaching or suggestion of all claim elements in the combined 
references, a prima facie case of obviousness cannot be 
established. Consequently, the Office has not met the burden the 
law allocates to it wit::h regard to establishing a prima facie 
case of obviousness which requires showing that the prior art 
references relied -upon teach or suggest all the elemients of the 
claims . 
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Finally, the syntheses described in Nova et al . require 
the immobilization of- at least one molecule to the surface of the 
matrix followed by reactions involving the immobilized molecule. 
One having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
would no"t have had a reasonable expectation, that the types of 
reactions described in Shen et al . could be performed using the 
matrices described in Nova et al . , but would instead have 
recognized that the reactions described in Shen et al . would 
either not occur or be would be hindered if the starting material 
was immobilized to the surface of a matrix. Thus, the proposed 
modification of the secondary reference by Nova et al , is 
inappropriate for an obviousness 'inquiry as it renders the 
primary reference inoperable for its intended purpose. Again, 
far from providing a motivation to combine, modifying the prior 
art in an effort to attain the claimed invention causes the art 
itself to become inoperable and destroys its intended function. 

In view of the above remarks, Applicants respectfully 
submit that the Office has not. met the burden the law- allocates 
to it with regard to establishing a prima facie case of 
obviousness. In particular, the prior art references, in 
combination, do not teach or suggest each element of the claimed 
invention and, furthermore, do not provide the skilled artisan 
with the requisite motivation to comibine their content in order 
to achieve the claimed invention. Accordingly, Applicants 
respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of the 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Shen et al . in view of 
Fodor et al . and further in view of Nova et al , 
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CONCLUSION 



In light of the Remarks herein. Applicants submit tha 
the claims are now in condition for allowance and respectfully 
request a notice to this effect. Should the Examiner have any 
questions, he is invited to call the undersigned attorney or 
Cathryn Campbell . 



Respectfully submitted, 



Februarv 14 , 2 003 

Date 




Registration No. : 47,956 
Telephone No. (858) 535-9001 
Facsimile No, (858) ' 535-8949 



CAMPBELL & FLORES LLP 

4370 La Jolla Village Drive 

7"^ Floor 

San Diego, California 92122 
USPTO CUSTOMER NO. 23 601 



COPY 



NOTICE OF APPEAL FROM THE EXAMINER TO THE 
BOARD OF PATENT APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 


Attorney's Docket No. 
P-SK 4376 j 




In Re Application of Kauffman and Rebek 


Serial Number 08/882,950 


Filed June 26, 1997 


For RANDOM CHEMISTRY FOR THE GENERATION OF NEW 
COMPOUNDS 


Group Art Unit 1634 


Examiner 

A. Chakrabarti 



Applicant hereby appeals to the Board of Appeals from 
the decision dated August 14, 2002. 



1. Appeal fee {37 CF.R. 1.17(b)) 

other than small entity $320.00 

X small entity $160.00 



verified statement attached 

X verified statement previously filed on 
January 25, 1996 . 

2. X A petition and fee for an extension of time for reply 
to the rejection is attached. 

Extension fee (37 CF.R. 1.17(a) - (c) ) 

other than small entity 

$110.00 $410.00 $930.00 $1/450.00 



X small entity 



verified statement attached 

verified statement previously filed on 

January 25, 1996. . 



$ 55.00 



$205.00 $465.00 



$725 . 00 



3 . 



A check is attached for the sum of $625.00, $160.00 
which covers the appeal fee and' $465.00 which covers 
the three-month extension of time. The Commissioner is 
authorized to charge any additional fees required to 
file a Notice of Appeal to Deposit Account No. 03-0370. 
A duplicate Copy is enclosed. 



Please charge the fee(s) to Deposit Account No. 03- 
0370. A duplicate copy is enclosed^ 



February 14, 2 003 



Date 




Astrid R. Spain 
Registration No.: 47,956 
Attorney for Applicant 



CAMPBELL & FLORES LLP 

4370 La Jolla Village Drive 

7^^ Floor 

San Diego, California 92122 
858-535-9001 

USPTO CUSTOMER NO. 23 6 01 



1 hereby certify that thig correspondence is being 
deposited with the United States Poscal Service as 
first clais mail in anjam^elope addressed tor Box 

CommiB>#*oner f orA?ate^t^f^ashingcon, D.C. 

2 0 2 3 l/o|i iffflafu a ry 




Astrid R. Spain, Reg. 
February 14, 2003 



Date of Signature 
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Please acknowledge rece ipt of the accompanyiric : 

S Response to Final Office Action mailed A.Licust 14, 2002 

S Other ^fotice of Aopeal , 

S Transmittal form PTO-aoSS (in duplicate) 

S Petition for three-month Extension of Time (in duplicate) 

Applicant ' s Name Kauffman and Rebek 

Serial Mumber 03/332.950 Filing Dace June 26, 1997 

Examiner's Mame A. Chakrabarti Group Art Unit IcT^ 

Title R-.^-^TDOM CHSMI5TRY FOR THE GSMERA-TION OF NEW COKPOUNDS 

3 Fee $ 625.00 Enclosed scheck No . : 030102 

3 Certificate of [Mailing - 1st Class Date Mai led : February 14, 2003 
Our Docket No\ : P-SK 4376 ■ Date Due: February 14, 2003 

. Client Stuart Kauffman 

A-t t o r ney / S e c r e t a ry ARS / cmc 

Place your receiving date stamp hereon and return this card. 

FORM UA 'Amend /Re sp . 



a certificate of Mailing , ^^^^ pue : . February , 

our Docket No.:_£^|S^^ i 
. Client.^tuartJCauffinaa_^ 

Attorney/ secretary .^S/cmg., 

■ ■ .date stamp hereon and return thiscard 
Place your receiving date stamp X^TF>\ 

. FORM UA Amend/Resp 

FEB 2 1 2003 
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